leaders that seem to widen the gap between research and everyday practice. Foremost is the recent decision by the Executive Board of the American Occupational Therapy Foundation to provide members an option to discontinue receiving the American Journal of Occupational Therapy, arguably the most visible and symbolically important publication providing a link among theory, research, and practice within the United States.
Association leaders were quick to point out that the decision simply provided an option of convenience to members. At a time when educational programs are being moved to master's level, specifically because practice is becoming more complex and the need for critical problem-solving skills is growing, the action conveys a destructive message. What real profession, it may be asked, takes steps to make it easier for practitioners to distance themselves from access to the research that should be guiding their everyday practice? A commitment to theory and research should have emphasized the need to be more connected with the evidence underlying practice decisions.
Vision of the Journal's Founders
It was this connection that was central to the vision of occupational therapy practice that led to the creation of The Occupational Therapy Journal of Research 20 years ago. The leadership of Wilma West, President of the AOTF, and Lela Llorens, Chairman of the Research Advisory Council, must be acknowledged. West wrote in the inaugural issue of the Journal:
In its present stage of research development, occupational therapy must seek wider dissemination of research results. It has been said that the highest goal of all research is the sharing of findings. It is incumbent upon a developing profession to insure that its steadily growing body of knowledge be verified through research, and that these findings be published, disseminated, and indexed-readily available both for application and as indicators for the further need for research. (West, 1981, pp. 9-10) In an editorial in the same founding issue, Llorens (1981) observed that the creation of the journal had represented the natural consequence of the research advocacy of an array of association leaders, including Alice Jantzen, Gail Fidler, and Elizabeth Yerxa, among others. This direction, observed Llorens, included a need to... "incorporate research into the daily activities of the practicing occupational therapist" (p. 4). Among these activities were reading and understanding research, participating in theory validation, and perhaps most importantly, applying theory and research in decisions and practices that benefit patients.
The vision of a professional world of practice in which these kinds of activities routinely took place was at the heart of the decision to establish the new journal of research in 1981. In characteristic fashion, Llorens (1981) described the incorporation of research in everyday practice as a developmental task for the profession. The Journal would be emblematic as a step toward accomplishment of that task. As the Journal reaches chronological maturity, it is useful to question the extent to which occupational therapy has made progress toward the vision expressed by its founders. The question seems all the more compelling in the face of a leadership decision that could be interpreted as an unfortunate example of developmental regression.
Developmental Status
The good news is that occupational therapy has more active researchers now than ever in its history. The Occupational Therapy Journal of Research, which had to search for manuscripts during its early years, now receives an ample number of fine submissions each year. Ideally, the number of accepted manuscripts is sufficient to create a reserve of several issues without creating a backlog that results in publication delays. At this point, the manuscript reserve suggests that expanding the size or frequency of the Journal is warranted.
Importantly, significant improvements have also occurred in the quality of research being undertaken and reported. Occupational therapy researchers are recognizing the need to select research designs carefully that will answer their questions of interest. Qualitative and quantitative methods are now used more appropriately, with recognition that they complement each other and support exploration of the complex issues that must be central to the research endeavor.
While substantial improvement has been noted in the number and quality of manuscripts, it can be argued that progress is needed in the types of questions being asked. During the 1990s, pressures for cost containment in the health care industry increased the demand for research that demonstrated the efficacy of services. Some visible successes were achieved in this area. Yet, the clamor for such studies among association leaders revealed a lack of understanding of the distinction between research for fundamental understanding and research for political persuasion. It is one thing to demonstrate that a causal relationship occurred between occupational therapy ser-vices and desired outcomes. But it is quite another matter to explain why that change occurred. Explaining why is fundamental to the development of theory in occupational science for application to occupational therapy practice to ensure that therapists incorporate genuinely effective strategies into their interventions.
Research Priorities
But, explaining why is no easy matter. Yerxa (1988) noted some time ago that the nature of occupational therapy was deceiving. The apparent simplicity of doing everyday tasks and activities masks the multiple factors, both inter and intrapersonal, that lead to their accomplishment. Moreover, it can be even less apparent how such accomplishments influence health and well being. These observations suggest three major areas requiring continued careful study. These include the nature of occupation, the nature of occupational therapy, and the consequences of both. While some progress has been made, much remains to be done.
This was evident at the recent conference on occupational therapy research priorities held at Asilomar, California in 1999.At that conference, attendees representing a broad cross-section of the professional leadership in occupational therapy identified 10 priorities to guide sponsored research in the immediate future (Figure 1 ). Recognizing the diverse terminology and conceptual frameworks that have characterized research in occupational therapy, the conferees used ICIDH-2, the World Health Organization's (2000) revised disability classification system, to promote discourse during the meeting.
One characteristic of the new ICIDH classification is a significant shift from a taxonomy based on a model of disability as a consequence of pathology to a model viewing disability as an interaction of multiple factors that impede social participation, including individual characteristics and the environment. This revised taxonomy should be welcomed by occupational therapists since it recognizes the important role that activity plays in defining personhood and de-emphasizes the role of pathology and the structural and functional determinants of function. At the same time, it signals a growing recognition throughout the health sciences community that health problems are experienced as lifestyle interruptions and that the psychosocial consequences of illness are worthy of considerable attention.
Dilemmas and Opportunities
Occupational therapy should devote special attention to these To what extent does occupation-based intervention promote learning, adaptation, self-organization, adjustment to life situations, and self-determination across the life span? 3. Are environmental interventions that support occupation effective in preventing impairment and promoting activity and participation at the individual, community, and societal levels? 4. Where, when, how, and at what level (body structure/body function, activity, participation, and environment) should an occupational therapy intervention occur to maximize activity and participation, as well as cost-effectiveness of services? 5. What measures/measurement systems reflect the domain of occupational therapy and identify factors (body structure/body function, activity, participation, and environmental) or document the impact of occupational therapy on these factors? 6. How do activity patterns and choices (occupations) both in everyday life and across the life span influence the health and participation of individuals? 7. What is the impact of activity patterns and choices (occupations), both in everyday life and across the life span, on society? 8. What are the conceptual models that explain the relationships among body structure, body function, activity, environment, and participation? What is the role of occupational therapy within these models? 9. What factors contribute to effective partnerships between consumers and practitioners that foster and enhance participation of individuals with or at risk for disabling conditions? 10. What factors support practitioners' capacities to maximize the occupational performance of the persons they serve? developments. As other disciplines recognize the important roles of activity and social participation, they may de-emphasize their traditional research emphasis on body structure and function. The research literature abounds with studies showing the remarkable lack of predictive power between pathology and rehabilitation outcomes (d., Trombly, 1995) . Accomplishing the ambitious research agenda laid out at Asilomar will require a similar shift in research emphasis.
Yet, historically, studies examining questions related to body structure and body function have dominated our research literature. This may reflect a perception that such variables are easier to define and measure, or it may indicate a belief that the scientific community views psychosocial variables with skepticism. The conventional wisdom is that insurers are primarily interested in measurable physical function, and the profession must respond to this interest. We assert that occupational therapy would be better served by acknowledging that much remains to be learned about activity and participation. The field should devote its intellectual capital to an improved understanding of these elements of the disability model. This requires recognition that body structure and body function are important to the extent that they clearly contribute to activity and participation, not as an end in themselves. Unfortunately, too many researchers view such factors as the central focus of their work. This dilutes the energy of the occupational therapy research enterprise that could be more fruitfully aimed toward greater progress in understanding the relationship between daily occupations and quality of life.
Figure 2
Too much emphasis on the physical side of function also confuses the public and policy makers about the distinction between occupational therapy and other rehabilitation disciplines. While occupational therapy and physical therapy share many common interests and goals, they have fundamental differences in their philosophical origins and areas of emphasis (Bockhoven, 1971 ). An examination of the early literature in the field clearly demonstrates this. Adolph Meyer's (1922) philosophical statement emphasized activity and participation, not body structure and function. Eleanor Clarke Slagle (1922) emphasized behavioral remedies, not exercise, in her treatment approaches. Throughout the early history of occupational therapy, there was a clear understanding that the psychological benefits of participation in activity could also have valuable restorative consequences. It is in the interest of the profession and its practitioners to be explicit about the focus and expertise of the discipline as a way to clarify its value in the public mind.
A second dilemma concerns the recent prominence of outcome studies. As suggested by the research priorities identified at Asilomar, outcome studies are important. But outcome studies seldom lead to theoretical insights of great significance. Thus, they must not assume dominance in a field that has much to learn about the fundamental processes of occupation (Yerxa, 1995) . Outcome studies are useful as a communication mechanism and political tool to gain public support for the profession. However, the broader scientific community is less influenced by these studies when conducted by members of the profession, with a vested interest in the findings, than by those undertaken by neutral investigators.
A third major dilemma is a need for the profession and its leaders to build on the significant progress achieved in the past 20 years and to recognize the vital importance of research to practice. Concerns about employment trends are important, but leaders must realize that in the information age, the public ultimately will be supportive of a profession whose practice is grounded in theory validated by rigorous research. As illustrated earlier, some recent decisions reflect a movement away from recognition of the vital significance of research to the future of the profession. Only through research development and through wide dissemination of findings can the profession develop and gain public recognition and support.
None of these observations is intended to diminish the significance of the very real pressures on the profession brought about by the economic disarray of the United States' health care enterprise. Instead, they are meant to encourage the field to engage in those research practices that will advance theory and, in so doing, advance practice and lead to greater public support. A mature profession recognizes that it is through thoughtful, evidence-based self-definition that it can best demonstrate its value. No profession will maintain its credibility by redefining itself in the mistaken belief that a broadened spectrum of concern will be more appealing to greater segments of the public. Wise observers will dismiss such redefinitions as unsophisticated at best and opportunistic at worst. In fact, the greatest opportunities for the field lie in careful delineation of its strengths, and thoughtful examination of those strengths.
The Road Ahead
For occupational therapy the past 20 years have been witness to Dickensian contrasts. We have seen the best of times, and we have encountered some threatening developments. Yet, in the face of this, Winter 2001, Volume 21, Number 1 the profession has made steady progress in building a research infrastructure. This progress includes significant advances in the number of qualified scientists, the quality of the research that is produced, and greater dissemination of that research.
At least two important goals remain for the future. The first is the need to create a culture more strongly steeped in research traditions. Occupational therapy personnel must learn to value the research enterprise and appreciate its vital role in developing theory for practice. Research must be seen as more than an exercise to shape public policy. Acts that run counter to the creation of a professional climate that genuinely endorses, rather than distances, clinical therapists from the research enterprise diminish the stature and perceived value of the profession. It is the responsibility of both the leaders of the profession and practitioners to ensure that research literacy continues beyond formal education.
The second goal is to better focus research efforts around questions dealing with activity and participation rather than body structure and function. This challenge may be as formidable as the first since researchers will ultimately address questions that are of personal interest to them. If familiarity leads to comfort, however, the answer lies in creating the traditions of inquiry characterized by addressing the fundamental occupational questions identified at the Asilomar conference.
There is much of enduring value to be gained by advancing our understanding of how everyday occupations engage the spirit and enlist the body's health-related capacities. This can be achieved with sustained and focused effort. So much progress has been made since The Occupational Therapy Journal of Research was established that the recognizable gains encourage optimism for the future. But blind optimism can be dangerous as can unwarranted panic, because both can lead the profession astray. As The Occupational Therapy Journal of Research enters its third decade, the profession must recognize both the dilemma and the opportunity presented by changes in the health care environment, and promote research as a rich resource in establishing a central position in enhancing quality of life.
